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State Water Resources Control Board

1001 T Street | SWRCB EXECUTIVE

Sacramento, CA 95814
Via Email: commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Comments on “Scoping Document: Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and
Estuarine Waters for Power Plant Cooling”

. Dear Chéir Doduc and Board Members:

The undersigned groups respectfully submit the following comments on the State Water
Resources Control Board (“State Board™) staff’s preliminary draft scoping document on the
Statewide Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for Power
Plant Cooling (“draft policy”). We thank the State Board and staff for their dedication to this
issue. Staff has done a commendable job of improving upon the draft policy from its original
draft in 2006. We also appreciate the State Board’s ongoing coordination with the California
Energy Commission (“CEC”), Ocean Protection Council (“OPC”) and its member agencies, and
other agencies in the continued development of this policy.

Multiple federal and state agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(“U.S. EPA”), CEC, OPC, and State Lands Commission (“SLC™), have recognized that once-
through cooling (“OTC”) causes significant, ongoing devastation to our valuable marine
resources.' In June 2005, the CEC released a comprehensive staff report identifying OTC as a
contributing factor to the degradation of California’s fisheries, estuaries, bays and coastal
“waters.” The phase-out of OTC has multiple environmental benefits for the coast and for the
State of California. By phasing out this destructive technology, the State would better protect its
marine and estuarine ecosystems, while advancing to greener and more energy efficient energy
production. )

_Once-through cooling has caused significant, ongoing harm to California’s marine and -
estuarine ecosystems for decades. For example, all of the federally listed and imperiled salmon
species that migrate in and out of the Sacramento and San J oaquin River watersheds, including
the Chinook salmon; Coho salmon, and steelhead trout, must pass the intakes for two aging
power plants on the San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary (Pittsburg and Contra Costa) on their way

! Clean Water Act section 316(b); California Energy Commission, Issues and Environmental Impacts Associated
with Once-Through Cooling at California’s Coastal Power Plants: Staff Report, 2005; Resolution of the California
Ocean Protection Council Regarding the Use of Once-Through Cooling Technologies in Coastal Waters (adopted -
April 20, 2006); Resolution By The California State Lands Commission Regarding Once-Through Cooling In
California Power Plants (adopted April 17, 2006) (“SLC Resolution™).

2 California Energy Commission, Issues and Environmental Impacts Associated with Once-Through Cooling at
California’s Coastal Power Plants, Staff Report. June 2005.




in and out of the Delta;: Records for both-of these plants demonstrate that they illegally entrain and
impinge endangered species, including the Delta smelt and the Chinook salmon.’ In bays such as
the Santa M‘dnica,; Moenterey, and San Diego, and estuaries such as the Elkhorn Slough, the
. impacts from OTC can be more pronounced due to the high biological productivity of these areas

. and the concet;tration of the power plants” impacts in light of the area affected. In Santa Monica
-~ --Bay three power plants'using OTC (Scattergood, El Segundo, and Redondo Generating Stations)

cycle 13-percent of the Bay’s water every six weeks.*

It has been over 35 years since the Clean Water Act (“CWA”) first outlined requirements
for power plant cooling technology. We are long overdue for a clear, consistent statewide policy
that protects marine ecosystems and helps to move California towards a future with cleaner, more
efficient energy production. We have reviewed the draft policy and, although we believe it is an
improvement on the 2006 draft, a few important clarifications must be made in order to ensure that
the policy will actually protect the beneficial uses of the state’s coastal and estuarine watets. Brief
comments and suggestions are outlined below; please refer to the attached comment letter that was
submitted in 2006 in response to the first draft policy for more detail.

In brief, we make the following key points and requests below:

All plants should be required to reduce entrainment by 90 percent.
The compliance deadlines should be revised so that all plants achieve full compliance
within 10 years. , .

e The calculation baseline should be based on generational flow, not on permitted
maximum. : .

+ Interim requirements should niot distract from planning and compliance with the actual
policy requirements. '

* The Statewide Task Force should be used as a streamlining tool to facilitate the various
permitting processes before the multiple agencies involved. '

* Nuclear plants should not be exempted.

L Track 1: Closed Cycle Cooling Is the Best Technology Available.

We support the language in this draft policy setting closed cyele cooling as the standard for

best technology available. Under this policy, a plant could choose to either retrofit or repower 1o
closed-cycle wet or air cooling.” In 1972 the United States Congress recognized that once-
through cooling was creating unnecessary adverse impacts on marine life and consequently
enacted CWA section 316(b). Congress intentionally drafted language in the CWA to force

* EPA 821-R-02-2002, Case Study Analysis for the Proposed Section 316(b) Phase IT Existing Facilities Rule, Part E:
San Francisco Bay/Delta Estuary, p. E3-15 (February 28, 2002).

* California Energy Commission, Issues and Environmental Impacts Associated with Once-Through Cooling at
California’s Power Plants, California Energy Commission Staff Report Prepared in Support of the 2005 Integrated
Energy Policy Report, June 2005, CEC Report No. 700-2005-013. :

> The Ocean Protection Council commissioned a feasibility study that found in most cases retrofitting to closed-cycle
wet cooling is feasible, and some power plant operators have shown that in some cases repowering with air cooling is
preferable. See Ocean Protection Council, California Coastal Power Plants: Cost and Engineering Analysis of
-Cooling System Retrofits, and Petition to Amend Final Commission Decision for the El Segundo Power
Redevelopment Project, CEC-800-2005-001-CMF, June 2007, '

2




